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Introduction 
The academic library has long been a place for creation and discovery by students 
in all disciplines. From medical journals used to help solve a complex diagnosis, to 
illustration-rich monographs of paintings that inspire an artist, the tools of the library 
have enriched many research projects. But the influx of computing into the library 
environment and changing technologies now means that libraries can be true hubs of 
creation in the media field; what’s more, many professors are demanding more than just a 
text-based research paper for their assignments, routinely assigning the creation of audio, 
video and multimedia projects. Are academic libraries providing the space, equipment 
and instruction necessary to teach these new digital media literacies and skills, or are 
other departments in the university being charged with tackling these new literacies? 
Administrators and librarians may think that their new influx of “Net Gen” and “Digital 
Native” undergraduates come complete with more digital media literacy skills and 
abilities than the library could provide, but is that necessarily the case?  Are libraries able 
to assist student with these new media formats and help complete assignments, or are 
they simply continuing to assist only in the text realm? Are the new citation, synthesis 
and copyright skills necessary to create meaningful, legal, media content being addressed 
by any academic department, including the library?  
These are important questions, but surprisingly very little exists in the literature 
about the academic library’s role in the digital media production world. Perhaps even 
more surprisingly, the body of literature addressing these themes for the K-12 library is 
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extremely deep (Boehm 2009; Cunningham/Gonzalez 2009; Hamilton 2009; Jones-
Kavalier 2008). School media librarians and their environments deem it normal and 
expected that they handle this part of the education of their students, but when students 
graduate and move on to higher education, seemingly the same expectations may not be 
in place for the academic library. In an effort to fill this gap in the literature, this study 
examines the current status of digital media production and digital literacy training in 
American Research Library (ARL) libraries through a content analysis of their websites. 
The analysis questions chosen for this study (see Appendix A) focus on how digital 
media production and literacy training is already being used in the undergraduate library 
and how it is impacted by, and in, the following areas: 
I. The Academic Library as place and digital learning 
II. Academic libraries and access to computing 
III. Academic libraries and media materials 
IV. Academic libraries and digital media literacy instruction of the Net Gen 
student 
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Definitions of Terms 
 Defining Digital Media literacy is a slippery business, but no more so than any 
aspect of information literacy since its inception as a term in a 1974 proposal to the 
National Commission on Libraries and Information Science (NCLIS) by Paul Zurkowski. 
According to Zurkowski, “People trained in the application of information resources to 
their work can be called information literates. They have learned techniques and skills for 
utilizing the wide range of information tools as well as primary sources in molding 
information-solutions to their problems” (Eisenberg, 2004, p. 3).  The concept had 
traction and in 1987, an American Library Association (ALA) Presidential Committee 
was formed to produce a definition of information literacy that all professionals and 
organizations could refer to.  In their 1989 report, the final definition, which has been 
widely accepted, reads: “To be information literate, a person must be able to recognize 
when information is needed and have the ability to locate, evaluate, and use effectively 
the needed information (Eisenberg, 2004, p. 14). But as useful as this definition has been 
as a building block, other literacies required a more precise definition, specifically 
Visual, Media and Technological literacy. John Debes (1969), an employee at Kodak at 
the time of writing, was among the first to tackle visual literacy, which he defined as a 
“group of vision-competencies a human being can develop by seeing and at the same 
time having and integrating other sensory experiences”. 
 Visual literacy is closely intertwined with, but still distinct from, media literacy, 
which Potter (2005, p. 22) defined as:     
A set of perspectives that we actively use to expose ourselves to the media 
to interpret the meaning of the messages we encounter. We build our 
perspectives from knowledge structures and to build our knowledge 
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structures we need tools and raw material.  
 
 In 1992 the newly formed Center for Media Literacy (CML) published their 
definition, which read, “Media literacy is the ability to access, analyze, evaluate and 
create media in a variety of forms”. But because “a more robust definition is now needed 
to situate media literacy in the context of its importance for the education of students in a 
21st century media culture” CML has created this expanded definition: 
Media Literacy is a 21st century approach to education. It provides a 
framework to access, analyze, evaluate and create messages in a variety of 
forms – from print to video to the Internet. 
 
 On the technological literacy front, the Association of College and Research 
Libraries (ACRL) began addressing the inclusion of technology skills with their 2000 
report Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education. This report 
suggested that information literate individuals necessarily develop some technological 
skills and this idea is addressed further in the standards themselves. Standard Four states 
an information literate student “uses a range of information technology applications in 
creating the product or performance” and Standard Five that also asks that students 
“understand many of the ethical, legal, and socio-economic issues surrounding 
information and information technology” (ACRL, 2000).  
 These many arenas that the information seeker has to master and the current 
blending of genres and technology allows the possibility of dispensing with the need to 
differentiate types of literacy skills (Avery, 2009).  Tyner (2003, p.373) underscores the 
lack of a specific definition for digital media literacy: 
Literary theorists agree that digital media have profound effects on the 
social practices of literacy. However there is still disagreement about the 
inherent characteristics of digital media, the best ways to integrate it into 
learning environments, and even what to call this new literacy.  
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Although not currently in wide use as a term, “digital media literacy” could be 
seen as a synthesis of all of these base visual, media, information and technological 
literacies. Digital Media Literacy, for the purposes of this investigation, is defined as, a 
person’s ability to perform tasks effectively in a digital and “post-typographic” 
environment, including the ability to read and interpret media (video, sound, images), the 
ability to manipulate them digitally, and to evaluate and apply new knowledge gained 
from digital environments.   
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Literature Review 
I. The Academic Library as Place and Digital Learning 
 
The academic library has always been positioned slightly apart in the campus 
culture, with its own administration, organizational structure and budgets. However, 
particularly in the case of the undergraduate library, it is also one of the few physical 
places on campus that is completely open to students and faculty of all disciplines alike 
and aims to serve such a broad band of users. Keyes Metcalf, a Harvard Librarian, first 
conceived of the undergraduate library as a separate entity. Harvard built Lamont 
Library, in part responding to the over-crowded campus and library following the influx 
of World War II veterans. But Metcalf (1947) also argued that when undergraduates were 
forced to use only specialty libraries they “compete for services in the same building, 
with the same collections and catalogs, [and] the undergraduates are almost always the 
ones who suffer” (p. 399). 
Physical space is something the library has always had to fight for in order to hold 
and circulate their print collections. The genesis of the JSTOR electronic database project 
actually arose from a libraries request for more space. In 1993, the President of Denison 
College approached the trustees to approve a multi-million dollar library expansion. 
William Bowen, then president of the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, and a Denison 
College trustee, wondered if there wasn’t a better way to disseminate the information 
found in back issues of journals. The result of that question was JSTOR, now a very 
important digital source for all libraries, as well as a library space saver (Schonfeld, 
2003). 
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In 1965, Irene Braden wrote recommendations for the construction and planning 
of undergraduate library spaces, including the bringing together all types of services for 
students under one roof. She recommended students not be forced to endure a “treasure 
hunt” for materials, but have ready access to course materials, film and audio and other 
non-traditional sources in one library (p.283). Others suggested that the concept of 
integrated materials could be extended to a more central and accessible library space to 
create better service.  “Where the resources of the library are integrated with other 
services of the campus in residential and commuter facilities, then the librarian is also 
more fully integrated” (Bergen, 1964, p.19). Though these concepts were talked about 
over 40 years ago, they have come to reflect the changing service models and modes of 
information of today. Textual literacies were very important in the 19th and 20th Century, 
particularly in libraries, but others have risen to the forefront. If libraries are shifting from 
a “book centered paradigm” to a “learning-centered paradigm” (Bennett 2009), what does 
that look like in today’s campuses? 
One solution has been is the planning and building of special library buildings or 
spaces called Learning or Information Commons, where libraries have addressed the 
folding in of new technological needs and service points.  “The Information Commons, 
as a conceptual, physical, and instructional space, involves an organizational realignment 
from print to the digital environment” (Beagle, 1999). Beagle (1999) saw the changing 
needs of users changing the way the library had to meet that user:  
Users of print typically take the text from the library back to the office and 
use a range of techniques and devices to integrate the resource into their 
own project or research. The digital environment permits and sometimes 
encourages the user to undertake equivalent tasks while seated at the 
retrieval workstation within the service environment of the library. 
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The two terms Information and Learning Commons are often used 
interchangeably, but Scott Bennett, Yale University Librarian Emeritus and noted library 
planning expert, warns against the use wholesale adoption of a particular term without 
knowing its definition. Information Commons has been defined as a cluster of technology 
and access points that support learning. It could be physically located within the library, 
but not necessarily supported by library staff or services. But Learning Commons takes 
the concept one step further, aligning technology and learning outcomes with service 
points within a library and creating learning opportunities (Bennett, 2008, p. 183). “The 
difference between an information and learning commons is aspiration”, says Bennett 
(2008, p.184), and as this study examines the aspiration of libraries, and to avoid 
confusion, the term Learning Commons will be used for the remainder of the paper. 
Learning Commons are rising in popularity, in part because of student and administration 
accept that “students want and should have Department store/mall version of knowledge.  
They don’t care where it comes from, so who sells it best?” (Stone, 1975, p. 207)  
Libraries are uniquely poised to do this, because if there’s anything libraries can sell, it’s 
knowledge. But Bennett (2008) also cautions against these new Learning Commons 
simply fostering a consumerism outlook and dependency on services in this “one stop 
shopping model”, when the library could be fostering intentional learning instead.  
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II. Academic Libraries and Access to Technology 
 
Despite the well-worn stereotypes of a fusty old librarian in the corner with a card 
catalog, library literature is replete with examples of the early adoption of technology by 
libraries. Look at the number of libraries actively participating in mobile technology and 
Web 2.0 strategies as well as less conventional options such as Second Life. As Michael 
Gorman (2003, p. xvi) writes, sometimes “librarians seem to jump on the bandwagon a 
little fast and go through a range of adaptations to it”, rather than looking at what they 
may actually need. Librarians certainly like to discuss and examine new technologies, 
even if with the benefit of hindsight, these technologies may seem quaint. The table of 
contents of a Reader in Media, Technology and Libraries from 1975 indicates a librarian 
could have brushed up on topics such as “The Future of Telefacsimile in Libraries: 
Problems and Prospects” and “An Hypothesis: Microform will Become a Major Medium 
for New Information in Reference Libraries”.  
But libraries and information technology computing have a more complicated 
history. An interesting overview to the evolution of the topic can be found by surveying 
article topics in the journal Computers in Libraries. The newsletter Small Computers in 
Libraries began in the mid-80’s and in 1988 was transformed into a specialized journal 
titled Computers in Libraries. Initially articles covered hardware and technical 
requirements such as “Micro maintenance: keeping your computer healthy” (February 
1987), “Spreadsheet basics” (January 1987), and “The Computer ‘Virus’ menace” (June 
1988). Throughout the 1990’s larger ethical and philosophical questions began to rear 
their head, such as “Information technology and the de-skilling of librarians; or, the 
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erosion of a woman’s profession” (January 1992), as well as the initial response to the 
internet revolution such as, “Many libraries providing Internet access to patrons” 
(Nov/Dec 1995) and search strategies, “Exploring some new search tools for librarians” 
(May 1999).  The articles in the 2000’s tend to be more concerned with service and the 
librarian’s roles such as “Maintaining services that tomorrow’s patrons will expect” 
(January 2002), and increasingly technical and programming-oriented articles such as 
“XML, the DNA of the knowledge management evolution” (January 2005).  
While the theme of the articles may change, they consistently show libraries grappling 
with the best ways to use computing in service of their patrons, and adapting to rapid 
change.  
Technology changes rapidly, which makes setting any quantitative technology-
related standard, such as how many computers a library should have, obsolete the 
moment it is determined. But numbers are still worth discussing as a metric for what level 
of service is being provided for each student, or what level of service in needed. There is 
a distinct lack of specific literature on the topic of quantifying the number of computers 
or workstations needed in a library, as the “ACRL White Paper on the Factors 
Influencing the Number of Computers in the Library” (2006) points out.  The ACRL 
taskforce could only find a few examples of solid guidelines amongst the institutions they 
studied, and when it came time to set their own guidelines, were unable to reach a 
specific number. Instead, they end with the recommendation that each library needs to 
find their own need-base and work from there. This approach would certainly lead to an 
assessment culture, where faculty and students could be surveyed to assess the need and 
possible use of such a digital media production culture before it is implemented. 
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III. Academic Libraries and Media Materials 
 
The academic library also has a long history with non-print media materials, and 
not necessarily the best history of handling them as they have struggled to integrate them 
into their collection. In the 1970’s and 1980’s in particular, the value of collecting media 
in a library was hotly debated when personal video copies and players hit the market. As 
UC-Berkeley’s Media Librarian Gary Handman (1994) wrote, “video is often consigned 
to the dim recesses of library’s reserve book operations, or worse, handled erratically by 
units outside the library together” (p. xvi). This purported relegation to the library 
margins is reflected in the large dearth in literature dealing specifically with a library 
media collection, which will make this section relatively short.   
One of the first official responses to the issues in academic libraries and media 
collections came from the ACRL and their 1968 report “Guidelines for Audio-Visual 
Services in Academic Libraries”.  Other exceptions include a 1977 ACRL SPEC report, 
where the libraries surveyed identified obstacles impeding their collection of AV 
material. First was the fear that purchasing AV materials would weaken book collections, 
second was inherent biases on the faculty’s part in valuing the media collections and third 
was the lack of physical space available (Brancolini, 1994, p.43). And in 1980, Videos in 
Libraries (Bahr, p. 3) bemoaned the slow adaptation of the medium into libraries blaming 
a “slumping economy and no standards”, a familiar sounding scenario. Yet the challenge 
of media material in the academic library is more than what type of shelving to purchase, 
especially with the move to digital and streaming video. Ely (1975) wrote: 
The paradox occurs when on one hand we say that not much change is 
required to accommodate the newer media or technology, but at the same 
time one is exposed to a variety of philosophical considerations which 
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state that a total re-thinking of librarianship is essential (p.17).  
 
Often a librarian is not even involved in collecting or distributing the media 
collection, nor does the media collection have a dedicated space. When the first films 
were introduced to universities as collections, M. Lanning Strand argued that the library 
was their natural home and librarians should maintain them: “No other faculty member 
has the training which every librarian has received—training which is indispensable for 
an efficient long-range audio-visual program” (Brancolini, 2002, p.14).  
But in looking at the staffing for media librarianship, Handman (2002) admits 
“the position of media librarianship has traditionally been filled by someone with little 
more than on the job training since it is rarely part of the library curriculum”. Indeed, it’s 
not considered a particular specialty in the Masters of Library Science programs, nor does 
not have a certification or track of its own. In a survey of Masters Program Deans, 
Widzinski (2001, p.6) found only 5% of the respondents provided classes specifically 
devoted to non-print materials.  
Literature on the topic is also fairly scarce. The handbook Managing Media 
Services urges media librarians to “never stop studying. The literature must be read 
faithfully,” (Schmidt, 2000, p. 345), but this literature can be hard to find. A Journal of 
Academic Media Librarianship was published biannually by the University of New York 
at Buffalo, but only between 1993-2002 with two articles per issue.  Simile, the Studies in 
Media & Information Literacy Education, has been published out of the University of 
Toronto since 2001 and contains a healthy cross-section of articles, but does not directly 
deal with video or media librarianship issues. As Widzinkski (2001) writes, “It is a 
challenging time for media librarians…Media librarians are straddling the rapidly 
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changing digital landscape and the terra firma of traditional delivery and presentation 
formats” (p.10).  
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IV. Digital media literacy instruction of the Net Gen student   
 
The academic library is not always leveled at the “generalist” undergraduate in 
terms of taking into account their information needs in particular. Often, material 
selections and functionality are designed in consultation with Faculty and Graduate 
students, but one area where undergraduates are often the focus is in the Instruction 
Department. Among the four critical challenges that the 2008 Horizon Report (Johnson, 
Levine & Smith, 2008)  issued, one asked institutions to “provide formal instruction in 
information, visual and technological literacy, as well as how to create meaningful 
content with today’s tools”. But how does the library address the needs of and teach the 
incoming student population?  
Labeled as Generation M (for Millennials) and the Net Generation among other 
terms, there is a pervasive expectation that this population comes in with fully formed 
digital and information skills. The terms Digital Immigrant (people born before 1980) 
and Digital Native (those born after 1980) are also often used, first coined by Marc 
Prensky (2001) to differentiate those who never known life without a constant 
digital/internet presence. But others, such as professor of information technology Siva 
Vaidhyanathan (2008), argue that “there is no such thing as the digital generation” and 
cautions against ascribing common technology skills to broad sections of the population, 
simply based on when they were born and not on the economic and social privilege they 
were born into. Jenkins (2008) also argues that creating this generational dividing line not 
only ascribes skills to younger users that they may not have, but also falsely portrays 
older users as uniformly inept.  
These arguments harken back to an older one about the digital divide and its 
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impact on student achievement. Access to technology has increased but in the realm of 
digital media, “what a person can accomplish with an outdated machine in a public 
library with filtering software and no opportunity for storage or transmission pales in 
comparison to what a person can accomplish with a home computer with unfettered 
Internet access, high bandwidth and continuous connectivity” (Jenkins, 2009). The 
Jenkins report is comprehensive but focuses on K-12 educations measures. As Booth 
(2009, p.18) reports: 
Evidence indicates that even within the relatively privileged microcosm of 
higher education, there is considerable demographic variability in 
technological use, ownership and skill. Age, gender, economic status, and 
major are categories within higher education representative of the well-
known concept of the racial, geographic, and class-based cultural ‘digital 
divide’ in technology use and ownership. 
 
But how skilled are these Net Generation students in digital and media 
production? In 2005, the Pew Internet & American Life project (Lenhardt & Madden) 
found that more than one-half of all teens have created media content, and about one-
third of teens that use the Internet have shared content they produced. But the 
ambiguousness of the term “media” is evident here, as everything from posting on a blog, 
or uploading a photo on Flickr, to creating a website or a movie, is counted as media 
making in their definition. At the same time, they did not include activities such as 
podcasting or interactive gaming, which many would consider media creation. Lippincott 
(2007) writes that Millenials “tend to consider themselves active ‘content creators’ rather 
than passive information consumers (p.16)”. An ECAR study of students and information 
technology showed that students consistently ranked their skill levels in video, audio, 
digital work below their other digital literacy skills (Kvavik, Caruso, and Morgan, 2004, 
p. 20). This self-identified assessment level correlates with the work Char Booth 
  
  17  
undertook at Ohio University (2008), surveying the student body to determine their skill 
levels. Although her study did not look specifically at video and audio production, 
undergraduates did self-assess their graphics and web design skills. Only 7.9% and 3.4% 
of undergraduates respectively, assessed themselves as “most skilled” in these arenas.    
The upshot of Booth’s study was that campuses and librarians should certainly look at  
national-level study results, such as Pew Internet and the American Life Reports, OCLC 
and EDUCAUSE reports, but increasingly academic librarians are charged with knowing 
their particular users more specifically. 
At the University of Rochester, in a widely discussed study librarian Susan 
Gibbons and anthropologist Nancy Foster undertook a large scale study of their 
undergraduates in 2007, setting aside assumptions about “Millenials” and simply trying 
to know their student population, how they used technology and their library in the 
research process. They used unconventional, in library terms, techniques such as having 
students draw maps of their day or take photos of parts of the library they use and parts 
they never used.  Building on that initiative, Booth (2009) surveyed her Ohio University 
students and Web 2.0 technologies the library already provided or was looking to 
implement. In her report, Booth shared tools for data collection and analysis and 
discussed her methodology in detail so other campuses could replicate her study, as her 
argument is that every library needs to know as much as they can about their users. Her 
finding was that, “rushing towards 2.0, many institutions bypassed local needs 
assessments and developed new products largely on generational assumptions of 
changing student information and technology expectations” (Booth, 2009, p.9). The 
Rochester study (Gibbons, 2007) came to the same conclusion, that knowing your users 
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and their needs is the key to delivering a successful library program for Net Gen and any 
other students. “At the heart of this mission rests the need to align an academic library’s 
services, facilities and resources with the real, rather than perceived, needs of its unique 
higher education community” (p. xv). 
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Study Overview 
Methodology 
 
This study aimed to investigate digital media literacy within the academic library 
environment; where it is located, who staffs it, what types of hardware and software are 
being used, and how librarians are supporting digital media literacy instruction. The study 
surveyed the current library landscape to gain insight in to what degree media labs and 
instruction are already embedded in the library system, and what measures may be 
needed to improve the scenario. 
Research Population 
 
This study utilized the membership list of the ARL (Association of Research 
Libraries) North America for the study population, but removed the institutions that do 
not include the instruction of college student as part of their specific mission e.g. the 
Smithsonian. The remaining 114 academic libraries represent colleges from throughout 
the United States and Canada, as seen in Figure 1, and listed in Appendix B. 
Becoming a member of the non-profit ARL is by invitation and according to 
“Principles of Membership in the Association of Research Libraries” (2009) criteria 
include: 
• The institution must be a major university library, whose collections and 
services are broadly based 
• The library must contribute to the effective interchange of information among 
research libraries having common characteristics. This assumes broad, 
interdisciplinary library collections in all media and programs in support of 
research and graduate education.  
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Figure 1 
 
 
As a result of these criteria, ARL libraries are roughly equal in size, collections 
and at the top of the academic library chain for resources. In return, ARL claims to be 
“advancing the goals of its member research libraries, providing leadership in public and 
information policy to the scholarly and higher education communities, fostering the 
exchange of ideas and expertise, facilitating the emergence of new roles for research 
libraries, and shaping a future environment that leverages its interests with those of allied 
organizations.” 
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Data Collection  
For each of the 114 ARL institutions included in this study, the following 
demographic information was collected: 
1. Founding year (collected from the university’s “About” page) 
2. Total student population and total undergraduate population, if specified (rounded 
to the nearest 1000, and including only the chief campus served by the main 
library. Satellite campuses and part-time students were not included). 
3. ARL Rank from the 2008 (the most recently published) ARL Library Inventory 
Index 1 
  The main Library website was searched for the presence of indicators that the 
library provided digital media production capability within the physical boundaries of a 
library building open to all users, not just a specific department or college. If such a lab 
or facility was found, the following information was collected (See Appendix A for the 
complete list of questions and codings): 
 The name of the lab/facility 
 Lab/facility staffing 
o Is the lab/facility staffed or supervised by Librarian or Library staff 
o Is the lab/facility staffed or supervised by another department, such as IT 
 Inclusion of the lab/facility in a Learning Commons? 
 Number of workstations available to users 
 Types of computers available (Macs, PCs, or a combination) 
 Type of video editing software is available? 
 
If the main library showed no evidence having such a facility the following question was 
asked and search strategy conducted: 
 If the lab was not in the library, which department held such a lab, if any? 
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Additionally, all library sites were analyzed to answer the following questions: 
 
 Does the library check out media equipment such as video cameras? 
 If so, what type of equipment? (Video, audio, accessories such as a tripod?) 
 Is there evidence of digital media literacy tutorials/support in the library, 
including online resources?   
 
 
Limitations of the study 
The scale of this analysis meant relying on the information on the website, which 
could be outdated, incomplete or incomprehensible. In the circumstances where a specific 
fact, such as number of stations available was not easily discernible, a follow-up e-mail 
was sent to the institution through the library reference e-mail system. This study also did 
not take into account plans for the future or proposed labs or media spaces. All facilities 
analyzed for this project had to be current at the time of access, March 2010. No research 
project can aspire to be an exhaustive treatment of every issue involved. Instead this 
paper is an exploratory study that may lay the groundwork for future studies and best 
practices.  
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I. Academic Library and Place and Digital Learning  
Findings  and Discussion 
 
This study’s findings show that digital media facilities are present in the ARL 
library systems, but not by a wide margin. The first question of the study looked simply 
to answer if there was evidence of media production facilities or resources open to all 
students or faculty within the physical boundaries of the library. Fifty-eight percent 
(n=66) of the libraries had facilities of some kind, but this number included the indication 
of the presence of any facilities at all, from one unsupervised iMac with iMovie software 
in a corner, through to a fully equipped lab with multiple stations, support and equipment.  
Table 1 
Media Lab/Facilities Present in Library 
 
 Number Percentage 
Yes 66 58 % 
No 48 42 % 
Total 114 100 % 
 
 
Forty-two percent (n=48) of the libraries had no record of a library-based facility. 
Considering these are some of the top-tier research libraries in North America, this is a 
surprisingly high percentage without digital media production lab presence. 
But if the library is not always being chosen as the home of the new digital media 
knowledge base, which departments are? Of the 48 universities that did not have media 
facilities within the library, 35 did have a media lab somewhere else on campus (see 
Table 2). Looking at these results, with 48% (n=18) “market share”, it is apparent that 
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Information Technology is involved in many digital media initiatives on campus. Though 
this department is well suited to address the technology issues of digital media, are they 
addressing the broader philosophical and ethical questions that arise or providing 
resource materials?   
Table 2 
Departments Other Than Library that Hold Media Lab/Facilities 
 
Department Number Percentage 
Campus and Academic Services 5 14 % 
Communications and Journalism 6 17 % 
Instructional/Information Technology 12 35 % 
Information Technology in collaboration  
with a non-library department 5 14 % 
Arts and Humanities 7 20 % 
Total 35 100 % 
 
 
Harkening back to the era when media production was associated only with 
broadcast studies or the film department, some labs are still housed in departments such 
as Communications, though they profess to serve all students.2 In that vein, should 
universities and libraries be showing that they have a responsibility to all students, “not 
simply the small number of students in the few communication, journalism or educations 
classes that introduce media literacy those who happen to be in Communications?” 
(Avery, 2009. p. 67) The library is one of the only departments or physical places across 
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a campus that accepts and serves all populations from staff to student to faculty. “The 
library has potential as an integrating force...because it serves as a mediator, fostering 
communication and is the embodiment of the overarching intellectual disciplines” 
(Bergen, 1964, p.32).  
Certainly that was the idea behind the creation of Learning Commons concept, 
seen as a potentially important place to house new modes of communications and digital 
projects. But locating the Digital Media facilities in this study, only 32 of the 66 (48%) 
labs were found in a Learning Commons. This figure warrants more investigation as this 
study does not have statistics on how many of the ARL libraries total have Learning 
Commons at the present time. Two of the university libraries had announced plans on 
their website to build or open a Library Commons in the coming years, and it is likely to 
be library trend that continues.  
Outside of the physical realm, mapping the labs on the website was, at times, 
extremely challenging. With the lack of a cohesive name for this type of a production 
space, if the lab was not highlighted on the home page, it could be difficult to unearth. 
This study implemented a seven-step search path using the keywords: media lab, digital 
media, multimedia, video editing, iMovie, Learning Commons, and Library Computing. 
If nothing was found after these searches, the same keyword search was broadned to the 
university level website, to determine if such a lab was anywhere else on campus. 
Variations on “Media Center” and “Multimedia Studio” were two of the most common 
names for these centers, but literally no two centers had the exact same phrasing. The 
libraries may have to market extensively to have their studio be found.  
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II. Academic Libraries and Access to Technology 
Looking at the facilities in this study, there were a widely varying number of 
stations available. The outliers in this count ranged from the library with one single iMac 
in the corner of library, to the library with 178 possible stations for their students (see 
Table 3).  
When the ACRL looked at library motivations for not increasing their number of 
computer workstations in their library, (although not specifically media workstations 
such as in this study) they found the following factors at work: 
• Lack of space for additional computers 
• Budget constraints/cost of furniture and equipment 
• Limited electrical capacity 
• Need for technical support 
• Adding circulating laptops instead of workstations (ACRL workstations report) 
 
All of these concerns are certainly present for media facilities as well, with some 
exceptions. Given the need to install some fixed hardware and cabling to facilitate media 
capture and burnings, laptops aren’t the ideal solution for increasing media lab capacity.  
Breaking it down even further, we can look at what kinds of computers are at each station 
and what kind of video editing software is available in the labs.  
Table 3 
Institution’s Number of Multimedia Production Stations 
 
Range of station numbers Percentage Number 
1 - 3  18 %  11 
4 -10  35 %  21 
10 +  47 % 28 
Total 100 % 60 
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The most common combination, 45 % (or n=27), of video editing software 
platforms found in the media labs was iMovie, a beginner-oriented editing program, and 
Final Cut, a professional editing program (Table 4).  
Table 4 
Types of computers available in media lab 
 
Type of Computer Number Percentage 
PC Only 4 6 % 
Mac Only 39 58 % 
Mac and PC combined 24 36 % 
Total 67 100 % 
 
Budget constraints are most certainly a reality in this arena. Looking at the type of 
computer and software programs found in the media labs helps give an idea of the costs 
involved in implementing such a lab. Macs are the dominant presence in these media 
labs, as they tend to be the standard for media and graphic production, but they can be 
considerably more expensive than PC workstations. A library that has only PCs or 
technical support for their PCs may be wary of investing in a new line of Macs and taking 
on new support measures. While software like iMovie comes free with the purchase of a 
Mac Computer, a commercial license for Final Cut Pro costs approximately $900. Of 
course it is considerably cheaper for an institution to purchase an Academic license, but 
I’ve included these prices to illustrate that though it is expensive for a library to purchase 
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this equipment, it can also be prohibitively expensive for an individual such as a student.  
Students are often required to leave college with portfolios and examples of their work, 
and there may be a visible difference between a student who has personal access to Final 
Cut on the latest Mac and someone struggling with Windows Movie Maker and a taxed 
out hard drive that keeps crashing because video files are so large.  
But editing and computer access is only part of the digital media production 
puzzle. In order to create media, the capturing device is also required, such as a camera or 
an audio recorder 
The numbers of libraries that also circulated media equipment is just under half, 
45 %, and that included libraries that had any equipment to lend at all, including one 
school that had a single Flip Camera for their entire student population (Table 5).  
Table 5 
Libraries circulating media equipment 
 
Circulate Equipment Number Percentage 
Do not check out media equipment 
 55 55 % 
Do check out some form of media 
equipment 45 45 % 
Totals 100 100 % 
 
 
IT and other departments have struggled with how to label, inventory and 
circulate their equipment, perhaps not aware that a partnership with the library would 
create built-in solutions for these very problems. The library also has dedicated service 
points and circulation staff and often-longer access hours. Of the 45 libraries that do 
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check out media production equipment, 82 % (n=37) indicated that they checked out both 
video cameras, as well as audio recorders, still cameras and most of the accessories that 
students would need to create their productions: headphones, tripods, microphones and 
light kits. Eighteen percent (n=8) of the libraries only checked out video cameras.  
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III. Academic Libraries and Non-Print Media 
 
The debate as to whether a non-print materials specific librarian is needed has 
also been on-going in the literature for years, even whether library education should teach 
librarians in non-print media. Under Philosophical Considerations, the 1975 Reader in 
Media asked: 
3. How should education for librarianship be changed to prepare personnel to 
work with audio and visual materials and technology? 
4. Should this expanded approach to library education be required for everyone or 
be optional? 
Addressing aspects of media literacy that focus on the production of media can 
cause concern within libraries, as such skills do not generally fall within the scope of 
support provided by the library” (Avery, 2009, p. 59).  Though media and video is a 
specialized skill, there are library specialties and seminars in Systems, Archives, Rare 
Books and Music, among others. Particularly in the academic realm, librarians are often 
expected to hold Masters degrees in other disciplines, even in the case of a law librarian, 
a JD for the law library. Is it unreasonable or impossible to expect or be able to recruit a 
librarian with particular training in media and media production? In the case of the media 
production facilities, this study looked at who is staffing these particular facilities, 
according to the website. 
In 26 % of the labs, there was no librarian or library staff present at all (Table 6). 
For the 28% of labs that are staffed solely by library employees, in further studies it 
would be worthwhile to look further into what is exactly meant by Librarian staff. Is a 
Librarian with an MLS is overseeing the department, or Library Techs, or even simply 
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student workers? This type of detail is not consistently available from a web site analysis, 
and would require more in-depth research.  
Table 6 
Supervision and staffing of the Digital Media Facility 
 
Staffing Number Percent 
Library staff only 18 28 % 
Another department,  
no library staff 17  26 % 
Library in partnership with  
another department 28 43 % 
Unreported 3 3 % 
Total 66 100 % 
 
Certainly the numbers reported here don’t completely match up the hoped for 
results that ACRL (2006) had in mind when they wrote their Media Resources 
Objectives: 
 
ACRL Media Resources Objective 3.0 
 
3.0 The person responsible for the media resources program should have a 
graduate degree from an ALA-accredited program in library or information 
science or equivalent degree or experience. 
 
Commentary: This person should have coursework and/or experience in working 
with academic library media resources. This coursework may include film studies, 
mass communications or related fields, depending upon the scope of the 
librarian’s responsibilities. 
 
Collaborative efforts appear to be strong, as in 43% of the facilities, the library is 
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working with another partner to provide staffing. Further study to examine who the 
library is partnering with and if there are best practices or good models that are being 
created would be worth pursuing, particularly if it is a healthy collaboration between the 
library and Information Technology. In the Instruction portion of this discussion, there is 
more information about working together and good collaboration practice.  
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IV. Digital media literacy instruction of Net Gen students 
 
 
Though this study looked at and included any and all elements of “digital media 
instruction” on the website as a positive (see Table 7), Selber (2004) asks if FAQ’s and 
How To guides about the technology are enough for today’s student? 
How-to-guides teach useful information that can help students solve their 
most immediate and practical problems. Yet how-to-guides succeed, in 
large part, by ignoring the terms and conditions under which computer 
technologies are imagined and created. (p. xii). 
 
Table 7 
Digital Media Training/Literacy Instruction Materials Available 
 
Instruction Available Number Percentage 
Yes, some on-line tools/course guides or classes 45 39 % 
No, no online instruction or class schedules 63 55 % 
No online tools but in-person help at the lab 3 3 % 
Unreported 3 3 % 
Total 114 100 % 
 
Because this study is simply looking at the website of the library, it likely misses 
many impromptu and planned instruction opportunities that do happen around the digital 
media lab. There could be, for example, 10 intensive instruction sessions a day with a 
librarian, but if it’s not listed on the website, this study would have no way of picking up 
that information. But a website is one of the best and widest reaching tools a library has, 
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among a gauntlet of other outreach devices. In the OU study, Booth (2009) noted that of 
her survey respondents: 
An unexpectedly large number of students indicated their surprise at the 
range of options they were not aware of prior to the survey, and a large 
number indicated their desire to more fully understand library programs 
and services. A surprising portion of respondents made direct requests for 
the Libraries to provide more outreach, PR, and user education (p. 78). 
 
Some libraries do have very successful web presences for their lab, which not only 
address what a student can do in the lab, but what the lab can do for the student, and 
appear to indicate a robust instruction component. Some good examples include: 
 The Sanford Media Center at The University of Alabama 
<http://www.lib.ua.edu/mediacenter/about/faq>     
Besides providing all the needed information in one easy to navigate website, 
Sanford also has student participation in the form of a student film contest, and a 
prominent Delicious links widget. In Delicious they collect resources using tags 
such as “Royalty Free Media”, “Software tutorials”, and “Fonts”. Students can 
then find web resources that are added or vetted by the staff to help answer their 
questions.  
 
 The Student Multimedia Design Center at the University of Delaware 
<http/::www.udel.edu:smdc:> 
This site has many tools, resources and collaboration. Highlights include: The 
Video Project Calculator, which helps a student calculate exactly how long it will 
take to plan and complete their project. Many students have no idea how much 
time is involved in even the shortest video, so this gives a nice realistic overview. 
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A number of links to examples of successful projects in all mediums, as well as a 
prize for best multimedia project. An interesting collaboration with the  “Oral 
Communication Fellows”, a group of trained Communications students who will 
assist students in prepping for their presentations, including PowerPoint and other 
presentation software.  
 
 Gelardin New Media Center at Georgetown University 
<http://www.library.georgetown.edu/gelardin> 
A good selection of online tutorials, covering both equipment and software. A 
comprehensive calendar of in-person workshops are available to browse through 
an online calendar. Some examples from their April 2010 calendar include:  Data 
Visualization, Final Cut Pro, GeoInfo/Google Earth, How to Shoot a Beautiful 
Interview Video, and Photoshop II.  
 
 
 
University of Illinois -  Chicago  
       <
University of Illinois – Urbana Champaign 
http://www.uic.edu/depts/accc/sml/index.html> 
<http://www.library.illinois.edu/diglit/definition.html> 
UIUC does not have a specific media lab, though they do have a Learning 
Commons. What they do have is a resource site on the library’s site called Digital 
Literacy Definition and Resources. Under the tagline “Uncover and Discover”, 
this site explores what Digital Literacy means, how to create it in the classroom 
and what students need to know.  
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Looking at these examples of good service points, this study examined the data to 
see if there was a correlation between the depth of service offered and if a librarian or 
library staff member was involved. At the time of access (March 2010), the staffing 
models shown in Table 8 were in place. 
Table 8 
Library staffing of Selected Institutions 
 
Institution Staff Make-Up 
University of Alabama,  
Sanford Media Center 
Headed by MSIS graduate, and two staff with 
Communications background. 
University of Delaware A partnership between the Library and the IT Department. 
Georgetown University 
A partnership between the Library and the 
Center for New Designs in Learning and 
Scholarship. 
University of Illinois at 
Chicago Information Technology 
University of Illinois at U-C Digital Literacy resource created by Library 
Staff 
 
These results indicate that successful delivery of technological and literacy 
components can be well served by an interdisciplinary effort. Given the multi-pronged 
nature of the digital media medium, this is perhaps not surprising. Particularly in the 
examples of the two University of Illinois campuses, each campus delivered one part of 
the instruction equation very well. If the two departments, Information Technology and 
the Library, could approach this task together, students may be able to gain a more 
rounded picture of what digital media literacy means. Collaboration and interdisciplinary 
work could be the cornerstone of creating a robust Digital Media Literacy program, or at 
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the very least, web presence. Harvard University opened the Lamont Library Multimedia 
Lab on February 24, 2010 as a joint venture of the Lamont Library Media Center, the 
Science Center Technology Showcase, the Faculty of Arts and Sciences and the 
Academic Technology Group. A report from the Harvard Crimson (Bernstein, 2010) 
from February 25, 2010, the day after opening, highlights several reasons why this kind 
of collaboration can be so important: 
Prior to the opening of the center, special labs had their own policies 
regarding access for students of specific concentrations. According to Paul 
M. Worster, a multimedia librarian at Lamont. “Things are so much more 
cross-disciplinary now,” Worster said, “People are using media outside of 
disciplines that are just made for media”.  
 
Kevin T. Guiney, a member of the Academic Technology Group, said that 
an important part of the lab is not just its machinery, but also its staff 
people “who will consult with people through the life cycle of their 
projects”.  
 
Interestingly, this is the same Lamont Library created by Metcalf Keyes, and 
referenced earlier in this paper, as the first academic library in North America specifically 
developed for undergraduates. Though it is a historical library, it appears they are using 
cutting edge facilities and concepts to serve the undergraduate of today.  
 
Working Digital Media Literacy into Existing Library Instruction 
 
It is easier to talk about digital media literacy when you are part of the 
conversation; but what does a librarian do if her library or department has no digital 
media initiative or shiny new lab? How do they integrate digital media literacy into 
regular instruction sessions? It has been shown that today’s undergraduate doesn’t 
respond as well to the “map from A to B” model so prevalent in library instruction, 
preferring what is called “a guide on the side” (Avery, 2009, p. 46). Some Freshmen 
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introductory classes may be the only shot a librarian has at formal instruction, with 
anywhere from 30 minutes to an hour to create an all-purpose introduction to the library. 
Some aspects of media literacy could be introduced immediately, with very little money 
or time. Avery (2009) suggests that: 
‘How do I’ type pages on library websites on library web sites should 
address multiple resource formats. Guides can be created that assist 
students in locating videos, digital sources, and images. Such pages can 
steer students to reputable resources already vetted by librarians and 
indicate how they may be able to locate similar information in specific 
library databases. Similarly, pages that focus on evaluation must move 
beyond the “Is it a magazine or a journal?” models to include media and 
visual resources (p. 63). 
 
Libraries also play an important role in addressing and explaining copyright 
issues, and could extend that to web and media production guidelines. 
And what about the teaching of technology?  “There are two types of instruction: 
Technology as the object of instruction and technology as an integral tool. Focus on 
learning with technology, not about technology” (Eisenberg, p. 158).  The library needs 
to provide at least a companion to the technological instruction. “Too frequently, 
computing infrastructures are established without the human resources required to make 
them just and productive for educational purposes creating a ‘technology façade’: a false 
sense of activity and substance with respect to the uses of the technology” in a learning 
environment” (Selber, 2004, p.5). If the library staff does not have the required expertise 
on their staff to handle both ends of this task, it could be worthwhile to engage in an 
instructional partnership with the Information Technology faction of the university. 
Besides having some key elements in place for successful collaborative teaching such as 
shared understood goals and mutual respect, tolerance and trust (Ivey, 2003), “an interest 
in sharing jargon and definitions of technical terms and the ability to appreciate 
  
  39  
differences and not to criticize or stereotype each others profession” would also be key 
(Lippincott, 2002). Depending on what the relationship between the library and IT had 
been before such an endeavor, these elements may be more or less difficult to 
accomplish, but are worthy goals.  
What can a librarian provide in a hands-on situation in a digital media lab? 
Instead of a road map through the system, what about providing a “self-directed, peer-
based learning” experience? A digital scavenger hunt where, working in pairs, students 
have to retrieve a set number of named images from legal and/or copyright free image 
databases? Or an audio mash-up where teams had to create a piece to play to their 
classmates that included elements from digital oral histories, Copyright Commons music 
and their own recorded voice?  
Also worth investigating is some type of shared peer-to-peer knowledge pool. If 
students are using the technology for long stretches to create their projects, they 
encounter problems and create solutions specific to the media and the facilities they are 
working within. Creating a Wiki or other shared media solutions could be one way to 
have the students create a peer-to-peer knowledge base.  It could also help in times when 
the lab cannot be fully staffed or the student supervisor can’t answer the questions of 
users.  
Regardless of the method, it is critical to reach this population in the sea of 
information they are swimming in. Universities and librarians cannot throw up our 
collective hands and figure they can take care of themselves. “We must address Net Gen 
students because they are our future faculty and grad students”, the people who will help 
determine the worth and value of the library in the coming years (Gibbons, 2007, p. xv).  
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A Note on Funding 
 
The elephant in the room, or at least in this study, is money. Long before the rise 
of technology in the library, there has been concern about budget levels. All the issues 
discussed in this paper - space, hardware, software, hardware, media equipment and 
staffing levels – are heavily influenced by funding and funding models. Looking at the 
libraries that have most of the hallmarks of a successful digital media literacy program, 
this study looked to see if there was a correlation between the perceived funding for a 
university library (their ARL LII rank, see Appendix C) and the services they offer.  
Twenty-one out of the 25 of the “top” ranked ARL libraries did have a media 
production lab within their library. But conversely, of the “bottom 25” (libraries ranked 
89-114 on the 2008 ARL Library Investment Index), 13 of the 25 had a production 
facility as well, a lower number certainly, but not off the map.   
Considering the cost of installing the specialized hardware and software, it is 
somewhat surprising that in the libraries that did contain labs, this study could find no 
correlation between the number of stations a library held and their ARL ranking. In fact, 
as the ARL ranking went lower, the number of stations rose slightly. The same proved 
true when looking for a relationship between ARL ranking and the checking out of 
production hardware to students, there was simply no correlation there. Given that the 
ARL index is based on Library Investment and there is no direct correlation between the 
ranking and the digital media services offered, we can surmise that funding is not the 
only concern that keeps libraries from housing digital media facilities. Further 
exploration of a university’s public or private status in correlation with labs gave the 
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same result of no obvious correlations, despite their different funding models.  This isn’t 
to say that money is not an issue in the creation and maintaining of these sites, just that it 
appears not to be the only deciding issue. That being said, it is worth noting that 8 of the 
66 labs (12%) are named after their donors, so obviously raising money for these 
endeavors doesn’t always naturally fall within the library budget. 
The 114 libraries in this study are also by no means typical of every secondary 
institution in North America. As Michael Gorman (2003) points out: 
If you believe, as I do, that the digital divide is simply a manifestation of 
(and by no means the most important one) of social inequalities of all 
kinds and that the goal is equity of access to the whole range of library 
services, then it is clear that reference service has a vital role to play as 
libraries seek that goal. To take but one example, are the quality and level 
of reference service the same in major research libraries as they are in 
junior college libraries? Given the inequity of funding between these 
institutions, the answer is probably no. Do the students in junior colleges 
need more assistance and training than the students in major research 
institutions? The answer is probably yes. Here is the essential paradox - 
the service is funded adequately for people who need it least and funded 
inadequately for those for those who need it the most (p. 77). 
 
So while this study may not find any large variations in funding and facilities, it’s 
likely that if it was expanded outwards to include a more economically varied selection of 
institutions, it seems certain that some vast discrepancies would appear in that context.  
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Conclusion 
This study was undertaken to try and create a picture of how academic libraries are 
beginning to address these new literacies in an academic setting. At the moment of 
publication, the snapshot of the ARL libraries looks like this: 
 58% of the libraries in the study provided some kind of digital media facility 
 The next leading providers of digital media production services are IT 
departments 
 48 % of digital media facilities are in Learning Commons settings 
 45 % of the libraries circulate production equipment 
 Librarians staff 28 % of the digital media labs 
 Librarians and IT in partnership staff 46% of the digital media labs 
 Libraries provided instruction in digital media in 40 % of cases 
 
The ARL library study shows that some libraries are actively engaged in providing 
these digital media services, but there is still work to be done. Collaboration could be key 
to some libraries ability to provide these new services. Much as technical services staff 
helps the logistics of the text-based library function, collaboration with IT or other 
departments could be involved to oversee the technical details of media production. 
Instruction in particular is one area where librarians could make significant inroads and 
serve the incoming “Digital Native” student well.  
In 1909 Woodrow Wilson wrote: “The real intellectual life of a body of 
undergraduates, if there be any, manifests itself, not in the classroom, but in what they do 
and talk and set before themselves as their favorite objects between classes and lectures” 
(Wilson, 1925). Can the library be that place between class and lectures where the real 
work of learning gets done? Once, that may have been accomplished by providing long 
study tables and piles of books, then banks of computer stations. If the new place of 
learning and collaboration are in the multimedia spaces on the web, if these are the new 
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“favorite objects”, is that where the libraries should be?  
After all, “an educated graduate will no longer be defined as one who has absorbed a 
certain body of factual knowledge, but as one who knows how to find, evaluate and apply 
needed information” (Eisenberg, 2004, p. 177).  Producing media is “critical” 
(Mackey,2008, p. xvii) and it’s the new “authorship in the digital age” (Gibbons, 2007, p. 
96). Libraries are already able to help a student shape and create an entire paper, from a 
five-page paper to a doctoral thesis, from the original research materials, through to the 
bibliographic program to format the references in the paper. Is it possible to create the 
same body of knowledge and support for the coming information delivery systems, such 
as digital media? As media guru Neil Postman says, “technology education is not a 
technical subject. It is a branch of the humanities” (Selber, 2004 p. 1). Perhaps it could be 
more clearly entrenched as a branch of the library system as well.  
  
  44  
1. The Library Investment Index (LII) is a quantitative measurement determined 
each year by the ARL as “a summary measure of relative size among the 
university library members of the Association”. The statistics analyzed include: 
volumes held, volumes added, current serials, total library expenditures and total 
professional plus support staff. Interestingly, there are currently no metrics 
included that take account of technological or digital holdings, or instruction 
provided. ARL is quick to assure that the LII is not an “attempt to measure a 
library’s services, quality of collections, or success in meeting the needs of users” 
but it is a widely available and used quantitative guide and as such, is worth 
examining to determine if there is a correlation between the presence of a 
multimedia lab and the ARL rank of a library.  
NOTES 
 
2. Note that these numbers only represent the number of labs that admit all levels of 
students, but many more labs were discovered throughout the campuses that only 
admitted members of their department, particularly in the Humanities. 
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Appendix A: 
Web Site Analysis and Measures 
 
Name of Institution
 
 From ARL membership list 
Media Production Lab Present in Library
 
? Yes No  
Name of Lab
 
 As listed on website 
Media Lab Supervision or Staffing
 
 Library staff or another department 
Location of lab (if not in library)
 
 From university website 
Part of Learning Commons
 
 Yes No 
Number of stations in lab
 
  Number 
Type of computer?
 
 Mac or PC 
Library checkout of media equipment
 
 Yes No 
Type of equipment checked out
 
 Video camera, still camera, audio recorder, 
accessories 
Video editing software available
 
 iMovie, Final Cut, Premiere, Moviemaker, Avid or 
combinations  
Digital media literacy instruction available
 
 Yes (with details of instruction) No 
Year Established
 
 From university website 
Total student population
 
 From library website, only including FT students on 
main campus 
Total undergraduate population
 
 From library website, if available 
ARL Library Investment Index Ranking
 
 From 2008 index 
Private or Public Institution
 
 Private Public 
Date Website Accessed
 
 Date 
Other Info
 
 Examples of good websites, good information 
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1. University of Alabama 
2. University of Albany, SUNY 
3. University of Alberta 
4. University of Arizona 
5. Arizona State University 
6. Auburn University 
7. Boston University 
8. Boston College 
9. Brigham Young University 
10. University of British Columbia 
11. Brown University 
12. University at Buffalo, SUNY 
13. University of Calgary 
14. University of California – Berkeley 
15. University of California – Davis 
16. University of California – Irvine 
17. University of California – Los 
Angeles 
18. University of California - 
Riverside 
19. University of California – San 
Diego 
20. University of California – Santa 
Barbara 
21. Case Western Reserve University 
22. University of Chicago 
23. University of Cincinnati 
24. University of Colorado -  Boulder 
25. Colorado State University 
26. Columbia University 
27. University of Connecticut 
28. Cornell University 
29. Dartmouth University 
30. University of Delaware 
31. Duke University 
32. Emory University 
33. University of Florida 
34. Florida State University 
35. George Washington University 
36. Georgetown University 
37. University of Georgia 
38. Georgia Tech 
39. University of Guelph 
40. Harvard University 
41. University of Hawaii 
42. University of Houston 
43. Howard University 
44. University of Illinois – Chicago 
45. University of  Illinois – UC 
46. Indiana University 
47. University of Iowa 
48. Iowa State University 
49. John Hopkins University 
50. University of Kansas 
51. Kent State University 
52. University of Kentucky 
53. Universite Laval 
54. Louisiana State University 
55. University of Louisville 
56. McGill University 
57. McMaster University 
58. University of Manitoba 
59. University of Maryland 
60. University of Massachusetts – 
Amherst 
61. Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology 
62. University of Miami 
63. University of Michigan 
64. Michigan State 
65. University of Minnesota 
66. University of Missouri 
67. L’universite de Montreal 
68. University of Nebraska - Lincoln 
69. University of New Mexico 
70. New York University 
71. University of North Carolina – 
Chapel Hill 
72. North Carolina State University 
73. Northwestern University 
74. Notre Dame University 
75. Ohio State University 
76. Ohio University 
77. University of Oklahoma 
78. Oklahoma State 
79. University of Oregon 
80. University of Pennsylvania 
81. Penn State 
Appendix B: 
ARL Libraries Selected for This Study 
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82. University of Pittsburgh 
83. Princeton University 
84. Purdue University 
85. Queen’s University 
86. Rice University 
87. University of Rochester 
88. Rutgers University 
89. University of Saskatchewan 
90. University of South Carolina 
91. University of South California  
92. Southern Illinois University – Carbondale 
93. Stony Brook University  
94. Syracuse University 
95. Temple University 
96. University of Tennessee – Knoxville 
97. University of Texas 
98. Texas A & M 
99. Texas Tech 
100. University of Toronto 
101. Tulane University 
102. University of Utah 
103. Vanderbilt University 
104. University of Virginia 
105. Virginia Tech 
106. University of Washington 
107. Washington State University 
108. Washington University  
109. University of Waterloo 
110. Wayne State University 
111. University of Western Ontario 
112. University of Wisconsin – Madison 
113. Yale University 
114. York University 
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Appendix C 
ARL Library Investment Index 2007-08 Rank Order 
 
Rank  Institution Name   expind08*  
1  HARVARD  
                
5.93  
2  YALE  
                
3.58  
3  TORONTO  
                
2.63  
4  COLUMBIA  
                
2.33  
5  CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY  
                
1.93  
6  CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES  
                
1.57  
7  MICHIGAN  
                
1.57  
8  PENNSYLVANIA STATE  
                
1.28  
9  TEXAS  
                
1.27  
10  PRINCETON  
                
1.20  
11  CORNELL  
                
1.16  
12  ALBERTA  
                
1.16  
13  NEW YORK  
                
1.08  
14  WISCONSIN  
                
0.96  
15  NORTH CAROLINA  
                
0.90  
16  WASHINGTON  
                
0.88  
17  MINNESOTA  
                
0.84  
18  ILLINOIS, URBANA  
                
0.79  
19  INDIANA  
                
0.78  
20  DUKE  
                
0.69  
21  PENNSYLVANIA  
                
0.66  
22  OHIO STATE  
                
0.66  
23  SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA  
                
0.63  
24  VIRGINIA  
                
0.50  
25  BRITISH COLUMBIA  
                
0.50  
26  MCGILL                  
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0.49  
Rank  Institution Name   expind08*  
27  TEXAS A&M  
                
0.48  
28  CHICAGO  
                
0.47  
29  EMORY  
                
0.32  
30  PITTSBURGH  
                
0.29  
31  RUTGERS  
                
0.26  
32  ARIZONA  
                
0.21  
33  MONTREAL  
                
0.17  
34  CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO  
                
0.14  
35  NORTHWESTERN  
                
0.13  
36  JOHNS HOPKINS  
                
0.13  
37  FLORIDA  
                
0.06  
38  IOWA  
                
0.03  
39  NORTH CAROLINA STATE  
                
0.02  
40  WASHINGTON U.-ST. LOUIS  
-               
0.01  
41  BRIGHAM YOUNG  
-               
0.01  
42  MIAMI  
-               
0.02  
43  ARIZONA STATE  
-               
0.04  
44  YORK  
-               
0.08  
45  CONNECTICUT  
-               
0.10  
46  GEORGETOWN  
-               
0.10  
47  MICHIGAN STATE  
-               
0.13  
48  PURDUE  
-               
0.14  
49  MARYLAND  
-               
0.15  
50  MIT  
-               
0.16  
51  VANDERBILT  
-               
0.16  
52  TEXAS TECH  
-               
0.17  
53  GEORGIA  
-               
0.21  
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Rank  Institution Name   expind08*  
54  NOTRE DAME  
-               
0.22  
55  TENNESSEE  
-               
0.23  
56  UTAH  
-               
0.24  
57  GEORGE WASHINGTON  
-               
0.26  
58  OKLAHOMA  
-               
0.27  
59  NEW MEXICO  
-               
0.27  
60  TEMPLE  
-               
0.29  
61  ROCHESTER  
-               
0.31  
62  KANSAS  
-               
0.33  
63  CALIFORNIA, IRVINE  
-               
0.36  
64  WESTERN ONTARIO  
-               
0.38  
65  MANITOBA  
-               
0.38  
66  KENTUCKY  
-               
0.39  
67  LAVAL  
-               
0.41  
68  COLORADO  
-               
0.41  
69  BOSTON  
-               
0.42  
70  SUNY-BUFFALO  
-               
0.42  
71  WAYNE STATE  
-               
0.44  
72  CINCINNATI  
-               
0.45  
73  CALIFORNIA, DAVIS  
-               
0.50  
74  BROWN  
-               
0.51  
75  BOSTON COLLEGE  
-               
0.52  
76  QUEEN'S  
-               
0.53  
77  SOUTH CAROLINA  
-               
0.53  
78  ILLINOIS, CHICAGO  
-               
0.55  
79  CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA  
-               
0.56  
80  LOUISVILLE  
-               
0.56  
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Rank  Institution Name   expind08*  
81  HOUSTON  
-               
0.56  
82  DARTMOUTH  
-               
0.57  
83  DELAWARE  
-               
0.59  
84  IOWA STATE  
-               
0.59  
85  SASKATCHEWAN  
-               
0.62  
86  HAWAII  
-               
0.64  
87  RICE  
-               
0.64  
88  MCMASTER  
-               
0.68  
89  SYRACUSE  
-               
0.70  
90  OKLAHOMA STATE  
-               
0.70  
91  MISSOURI  
-               
0.70  
92  ALABAMA  
-               
0.71  
93  OREGON  
-               
0.74  
94  FLORIDA STATE  
-               
0.75  
95  MASSACHUSETTS  
-               
0.77  
96  NEBRASKA  
-               
0.79  
97  SOUTHERN ILLINOIS  
-               
0.82  
98  WATERLOO  
-               
0.82  
99  COLORADO STATE  
-               
0.82  
100  SUNY-STONY BROOK  
-               
0.83  
101  CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE  
-               
0.84  
102  LOUISIANA STATE  
-               
0.84  
103  WASHINGTON STATE  
-               
0.86  
104  TULANE  
-               
0.86  
105  VIRGINIA TECH  
-               
0.91  
106  CASE WESTERN RESERVE  
-               
0.92  
 
